approach); or it can be discussed by examining the material characteristics of the countries in which Communist totalitarianism has prevailed. This is the method used by Karl Wittfogel: the 'comparative study of total power' -reads the subtitle of his book -shows that this phenomenon manifests itself especially in the East, in a 'hydraulic society' characterised by an attempt to achieve total control over the necessary hydraulic resources for the development of agriculture and for the actual survival of the people. In this context, far from being the forefather of Communist totalitarianism, Marx is its critic ante litteram, as emerges from his analysis and denunciation of 'Oriental despotism', to borrow a category used by Wittfogel in the very title of his book. 10 However, the implication is that 'total power' is not exclusively linked to the twentieth century, and therefore a further distinction is necessary. While Arendt insists on the novelty of the totalitarian phenomenon, Popper comes to an opposite conclusion. According to Popper, the conflict between the 'open society and its enemies' seems to be eternal: 'What we now call totalitarianism belongs to a tradition which is just as old or just as young as our civilisation itself '. 11 One final remark on this: we have seen that totalitarianism can be denounced from the right or from the left. Yet, in some cases, the denunciation comes from circles and figures associated with Nazism, and it is directed exclusively against its enemies. In August 1941, during the campaign, or rather, the war of extermination against the Soviet Union, faced with a relentless and unforeseen resistance, the German General Halder explained away such resistance with the claim that the enemies had carefully prepared for the war 'with the absolute lack of scruples typical of a totalitarian State'. 12 Although he did not use the term 'totalitarianism', Goebbels explained the unexpected, unprecedented resistance that the invading army encountered in the East in a similar manner: by erasing every trace of free personality, Bolshevism 'transforms men into robots', 'war robots', 'mechanised robots'. 13 The accusation of totalitarianism can even be targeted at the Western enemies of the Axis.
In 1937, the aspiration of fascist Italy to form a colonial empire of its own clashed with the hostility that came first of all from England, and thus England was condemned for its 'cold, totalitarian discrimination against all that is not simply English'.
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The turn of the Cold War and Hannah Arendt's contribution
Since the publication of The Origins of Totalitarianism, the polysemies of the debate we have briefly discussed have tended to be dispelled. In May 1948, Arendt denounced the 'development of totalitarian methods' in Israel, referring to 'terrorism' and the expulsion and deportation of the Arab population.
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Only three years later, no room was left for criticism directed against the contemporary West. And, now more than ever, the only politically-correct position was the one that targeted exclusively Hitler's Germany and the Soviet
Union.
This position triumphed during the Cold War and onwards. On 12 March 1947, Harry Truman proclaimed the 'doctrine' named after him: after the victory in the war against Germany and Japan, a new phase in the struggle for freedom had begun. The menace now came from the Soviet Union:
'totalitarian regimes imposed on free peoples, by direct or indirect aggression, undermine the foundations of international peace and hence the security of the United States'. 16 The point is clearly indicated here: one should not move backwards from the twentieth century. Besides, it would make no sense to attack the socialists alongside the Communists; however serious their past faults might have been, the socialists were now usually allies of the Western world. And to use an approach similar to the one that would later be proposed by Wittfogel would be misleading for two reasons. The category of 'Oriental despotism' could hardly legitimate a US intervention, for example, in the civil war that broke out in China (where, immediately after the proclamation of his doctrine, and precisely in the name of the struggle against totalitarianism, Truman pledged to support Chiang Kai-shek) . 17 On the other hand, insisting on the actual conditions, which would explain the affirmation of 'total power', would make the condemnation of Communists more difficult and less aggressive. For this reason, the deductivist approach ended up prevailing. The Cold War took on the shape of an international civil war, one that tore apart all countries transversally. The best way for the Western world to face this war was to establish itself as the champion in the struggle against the new totalitarianism, which was labelled as the necessary and inevitable consequence of Communist ideology and programme.
Where does Arendt's contribution fit in this context? Immediately following its publication, The Origins of Totalitarianism was harshly criticised by Golo
Mann:
The first two parts of the work deal with the prehistory of the total State. Here, however, readers will not find what they usually encounter in similar studies, that is, researches on the peculiar history of Germany, Italy, or Russia. . . . Instead, Hannah Arendt dedicates two thirds of her work to antisemitism and imperialism, especially English-style imperialism. I cannot follow her. . . . Only in the third part, which represents the goal of the whole book, does Hannah Arendt really seem to tackle the subject.
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What Mann considered to be essentially off-topic are the pages dedicated to antisemitism and imperialism. And, yet, the point was to explain the genesis of a régime like Hitler's, which overtly aimed at creating, in Central and Eastern Europe, a great colonial empire based upon the dominion of a pure, white, Aryan race, once the Jewish germ of subversion, which fuelled the revolt of Untermenschen and inferior races, had been exterminated once and for all. However, Golo Mann grasps an actual problem. How can the last part of Arendt's book, which exclusively targets Stalin's USSR and the Third Reich, coexist harmoniously with the first two parts, where Arendt criticises France (for its antisemitism) and particularly England (for its imperialism)? England was the country that played a central and ruinous role in the struggle against the French Revolution: Edmund Burke did not limit himself to defending the feudal nobility on an internal level, but he enlarged 'the principle of these privileges to include the whole English people, establishing them as a kind of nobility among nations'. This is where the genesis of racism, 'the main ideological weapon of imperialistic politics', must be sought. 19 The accusation of totalitarianism spared Spain, Portugal, and Yugoslavia itself, but it struck or grazed even unexpected countries:
The chances for totalitarian rule are frighteningly good in the lands of relationship between a charismatic leader, on one side, and an amorphous, atomised mass, on the other. The articulated structure built by Lenin was systematically dismantled by Stalin, who, in order to establish his totalitarian régime, had to disorganise the masses, so as to render them the object of the charismatic, undisputed power of the infallible leader.
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How can the shift from Lenin to Stalin be explained? And why was the articulated, organised society that had emerged out of the revolution unable to oppose the systematic tactics of disarticulation and disorganisation that led to the imposition of the totalitarian régime? According to Arendt, 'there is no doubt that Lenin suffered his greatest defeat when, with the outbreak of the civil war, the supreme power that he originally planned to concentrate in the Soviets definitively passed into the hands of the party bureaucracy'.
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The shift toward a totalitarian régime, then, was not the inevitable result of an ideological original sin (Marx's history of philosophy); it was, first and foremost, the result of specific historical circumstances which directly put into question the responsibility of the Western powers, of the countries that had a consolidated liberal tradition and that were committed to fuelling, in any possible way, the anti-Bolshevik civil war. Incidentally, it is unclear how At the same time, in Asia, the war led by the Empire of the Rising Sun took on some particularly horrifying aspects. With the rape of Nanking, massacres became a kind of sport and pastime: who would be fastest and most efficient in beheading the prisoners? The dehumanisation of the enemy now reached a rare and perhaps 'unique' level: rather than on animals, vivisection experiments were conducted on the Chinese, who also served as living targets for Japanese soldiers' bayonet practice. Dehumanisation extended also to the women who, in the countries invaded by Japan, suffered brutal sexual slavery: they became 'comfort women', forced to 'work' at frantic pace to provide pleasure to the war-exhausted occupying army, and often eliminated as they became worn-out or sick. 46 Hitler proffered himself as the authentic, coherent defender of the value of 'personality', of the 'subject', of the 'creative power and ability of the individual personality', of the 'idea of personality' in contrast to the 'democratic mass idea', which found its most obvious and repulsive expression in Marxism. 47 If Marxism denied 'the value of personality', the Nazi movement 'must promote respect for personality by all means; it must never forget that in personal worth lies the worth of everything human; that every idea and every achievement is the result of one man's creative force'.
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Of course, Nazism also appealed to choral unity in the struggle against the enemy; but this was a motif used, for obvious reasons and in various manners, by the ideology of war in all of the countries involved in the Second Thirty Years' War. It would be necessary to examine the stages through which the celebration of the 'individual', 'personality', and the 'single' was transformed, in a conscious or surreptitious way, in order to extol a culture or a people truly capable of grasping these values, consequently hierarchising peoples and condemning 'races' considered to be intrinsically and irremediably collectivistic. 49 However, this dialectic also manifested itself within the liberal tradition, and, at any rate, it cannot be described by means of the categories of organicism or holism.
In the best of hypotheses, to insist on explaining totalitarianism through organicism or through the sacrifice of morals for the sake of the philosophy of history is equal to explaining the soporiferous effect of opium by referring to its vis dormitiva. In 1950, at the outbreak of the war in Korea, while President Truman did not hesitate to intervene independently of Congress, 52 Mao was instead forced to confront and defeat a strong opposition from the Politburo, an opposition against which he was initially in the minority. 53 The fact remains that, unlike the United States, China was led by a one-party rule and that such a characteristic is typical of totalitarian régimes. Besides holding the monopoly of political action, the party is rather an army-party and, at the same time, especially in the case of the Communists, a Church-party. Is this enough to confirm the validity of the theory of totalitarianism?
On the contrary, if this theory exclusively targets Communism and Nazism, it was already refuted by Hayek, who correctly included the socialist parties into the comparison. Indeed, in deprecating the incapacity of the bourgeois press to influence the 'large masses' and in declaring that a lesson should be learned from the insurrection campaigns launched by 'Marxism', Hitler made reference first of all to the 'Social Democratic press' and to the 'agitators'
(public speakers and journalists) of social democracy.
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However, Hayek too was guilty of remaining tied to empirical observation without questioning the reasons for the occurrence of the phenomenon (the army-party and the Church-party) he recognised and criticised. The socialist parties aimed at breaking the bourgeois monopoly of communications, and therefore they promoted the publication of party organs, the organisation of schools for the training of officials, and so on. This problem did not concern the bourgeoisie, since the latter could count on the control of the school apparatus and the great information organs, as well as on the direct or indirect support from the Churches and other associations and branches of civil society.
The anti-socialist legislation launched by Bismarck forced the party to adapt to the conditions of illegality, and brought about the aspiration to break the bourgeois monopoly of violence. This dialectic had already developed during the French Revolution. The bourgeoisie tried to maintain the monopoly of violence by imposing eligibility clauses even regarding enlistment in the National Guard. Thus, on the opposite side, parties also became organisations for struggle.
This dialectic reached its highest point with Tsarist Russia. In developing his party ideology, Lenin had in mind the model of German social democracy, but he strengthened its centralised structure even more in order to combat Tsarist autocracy and a police régime that was particularly watchful and brutal. Understandably, then, the Bolshevik Party revealed itself to be, more The contiguity which, for Hayek, was synonymous with ideological and political proximity is here synonymous with antagonism. To the attempt, on the part of labour parties, to break the bourgeois monopoly of violence, the bourgeoisie responded by breaking the socialist and communist monopoly of revolutionary parties: this was Bukharin's interpretation.
After all, the time sequence established by Hayek is schematic and inaccurate.
In other circumstances, it was the socialists who had to learn from their antagonists. In Italy, while the trade unions and political organisations of the working classes were systematically crushed by the fascist assault (on the eve of the March on Rome, that is, of the coup d'état by the king and Mussolini), in an attempt to organise a defence, Guido Picelli (then a socialist) felt the need to break away with the legal tradition:
We now need new methods. To contrast the armed forces we need armed forces too. Therefore, we need to form, in Italy, the 'proletarian red army'.
Unfortunately, events have proved enough, and the few of us had maintained this from the very beginning: fascism can be beaten on the same ground of violence upon which fascism itself dragged us first. The Christian resignation advocated by the leaders of the reformist method have made the enemy bolder, and undone our organisations. . . . Proletarians need a new method of defence and battle: 'its army'. Our forces must organise and discipline themselves voluntarily. Workers must become soldiers, proletarian soldiers, but 'soldiers' nonetheless. . . . In order to attack us, the bourgeoisie did not create a party that would have been inadequate, but an armed organ, its army: fascism. We must do the same.
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Above all, what is arbitrary is the point of departure indicated by Hayek. We can easily move backward from the starting point he indicated (the formation of socialist parties). Once again, we are in the presence of a dialectic that had already emerged during the French Revolution: if the people's Jacobin sections represented the answer to bourgeois, land-owning monopoly of the National Guard, the jeunesse dorée was the bourgeois land-owners' response to the people's monopoly of the organised revolutionary party. From this clash, the dominant class that professed liberalism was only apparently absent: the proto-fascist organisation that formed in France in the early twentieth century served as 'auxiliary police' for state power and the dominant class.
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A similar dialectic develops also with regards to the trade unions. Obviously, the capitalists -as Adam Smith had already noted -do not need them.
58 And yet, the trade unions inspired by Marxism and more-or-less radical opposition movements were followed by trade unions inspired by the Church and, later on, by others still, inspired by the fascist and Nazi movements. Finally, even 'unions' of capital are born.
In its drawing together and assimilating of two 'facts' (the socialists' and communists' appeal to the army-party and the Church-party, on the one hand, and the same appeal by the fascists and Nazis, on the other), Hayek's interpretation reveals itself as affected by positivistic superstition. And it is precisely this superstition that, in the final analysis, constitutes the foundation of the current theory of totalitarianism. Following Hayek's logic, we could even draw Roosevelt and Hitler together: indeed, the 'fact' is unquestionable that both resorted to tanks, war planes and ships! On the other hand, in forging his weapons for struggle, Hitler did not limit himself to observing the socialist and Communist parties. As he denounced the incapacity of traditional bourgeois parties to influence the people, who were thus helplessly exposed to subversive influence and uprisings, Hitler resolved to learn not only from social democracy, but also from the Catholic Church which, in spite of everything, he admired for its ability to sweep up the masses and for recruiting cadres even from the poorest social classes. 
Racial state and eugenics: the United States and the Third Reich
We would be providing a very poor definition of the Third Reich if we limited ourselves to highlighting its totalitarian character, making particular reference to the phenomenon of one-party rule. With regard to leaders of one-party dictatorships, it would not be difficult at all to put Hitler side-by-side with Stalin, Mao, Deng, Ho Chi Minh, Nasser, Ataturk, Tito, Franco, and so forth, but this pedantic exercise is quite inadequate as a concrete historical analysis.
And even if we separate the two 'totalitarian' leaders Stalin and Hitler from the 'authoritarian' Mussolini, whose power was limited by the presence of the Vatican and the Church, we still will not have made much progress. More than an actual step forward, this argument would represent a drift: from ideology we have inadvertently moved to a completely different sphere, to realities and facts that are pre-existent and independent from the ideological and political choices of fascism.
With regards to the Third Reich, it is quite difficult to make a definite and concrete statement on it without mentioning its racial and eugenic programmes.
And these programmes lead us to a very different direction from the one proposed by the category of totalitarianism. Immediately after his rise to power, Hitler made sure that he clarified the distinction, even on a juridical level, between the position of the Aryans and those of the Jews and the few mulattos who still lived in Germany (at the end of the First World War, coloured troops belonging to the French army had taken part in the occupation of the country). In other words, a major aspect of the Nazi programme was that of building a racial state. And what were, at the time, the possible models for a racial state? Even more so than South Africa, the first example was the Southern United States. Still in 1937, Alfred Rosenberg made explicit reference to South Africa: it was well that it remain 'in the hands of northerners' and whites (thanks to appropriate 'laws' not only against 'Indians', but also 'blacks, mulattos, and Jews'), and it should serve as a 'solid bulwark' against the menace of a 'black awakening'. However, the main point of reference was represented by the United States, this 'wonderful country of the future', which had the merit of formulating the well-thought-out 'new idea of a racial State', an idea that should now be put into practice, 'with youthful vigour', by expelling and deporting 'the blacks and the yellows'. 63 We only need to take a look at the Nuremberg legislation to recognise analogies with the situation that was taking place on the other side of the Atlantic: clearly, in Germany, it was first of all Germans of Jewish descent that occupied the place of African- it had demonstrated in confronting, with the necessary energy, a very important problem that was instead so often ignored: to violate the laws that forbid sexual intercourse and interracial marriages could be punished with up to ten years in prison, and not only the people responsible for the act, but also their accomplices, could be condemned.
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Even after the Nazi rise to power, the ideologues and 'scientists' of race continued to claim that 'Germany, too, has much to learn from the measures adopted by the North-Americans: they know what they are doing'. 68 It should be added that this was not a unilateral relationship. After Hitler's rise to power, the most radical followers of the American eugenic movement looked up to the Third Reich as a model, and even travelled there on an ideological and research pilgrimage.
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It is now necessary to ask ourselves a question: Why, in order to define the Nazi régime, should the argument regarding the one-party dictatorship be more valid than that of racial and eugenic ideology and practice? It is precisely from this sphere that the central categories and key terminology of the Nazi discourse derived. This is the case with Rassenhygiene, which is essentially what incited the coloured people to revolt was Bolshevism, 'the renegade, the traitor within the gates' which, with its insidious propaganda, reached Poland, Hitler proceeded to dismember it: one side was directly incorporated into the Great Reich (and the Poles were expelled from it); the rest constituted the 'general Governatorate', within which, as General Governor Hans Frank declared, the Poles would live as in 'a sort of reservation' (they were 'subject to German jurisdiction' without being 'German citizens'). 74 The American model was copied here in an almost pedantic manner.
At least in the beginning, the Third Reich planned to also establish a Judenreservat, a 'reservation for the Jews', once again based upon the model of the reservations where Native-Americans were segregated. And, as far as the expression 'Final Solution' is concerned, it was not in Germany, but in the United States that it first emerged, though it referred to the 'Negro question' rather than the 'Jewish question'.
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In the same way that it is not surprising that 'totalitarianism' found its most concentrated expression in the countries involved in the Second Thirty Years' War, so it is not surprising that the Nazi attempt to build a racial state drew its inspirational motifs, its categories and key terminology from the historical experience that possessed the richest heritage of these elements, namely, the historical experience accumulated by white Americans in their relationship with Native-Americans and African-Americans. Of course, one
should not lose sight of all the other differences, in terms of government, law, limitation of state power (with regards to the white community), etc. But the fact remains that the Third Reich represents the attempt, through total war What is at the heart of Nazism is the idea of Herrenvolk, which is associated with the racial theory and practice carried out in the Southern United States and, more in general, with the Western colonial tradition. It is precisely this idea that the October Revolution attacked: not by chance, in fact, the revolution called upon the 'slaves in the colonies' to break their fetters. The common theory of totalitarianism concentrates exclusively upon the similar methods attributed to the two antagonists and, besides, claims that they derive univocally from a supposed ideological affinity, without making any reference to the actual situation or to the geopolitical context.
Towards a redefinition of the category of totalitarianism
The main flaw of the category of totalitarianism is that it transforms an empirical description tied to specific characteristics into a general logical deduction. It is easy to recognise similarities between Stalin's USSR and Nazi
Germany. Starting from those, it is possible to construct a general category (totalitarianism) and to highlight the presence of this phenomenon in the two countries. However, to transform this category into a key to explain the political processes that took place in the two countries is an unjustifiable leap.
The arbitrariness of this move should be evident, for two main reasons. We have already discussed the first: surreptitiously, the analogies between the USSR and the Third Reich with regards to the question of the one-party dictatorship are considered to be the decisive ones, whereas the analogies on the level of eugenics and racial politics (which would lead to very different associations) are ignored or eliminated.
Let us now concentrate on the second reason. Even if we focus on the oneparty dictatorship in the two countries, why should we make reference to the two ideologies rather than to the similarity between the political situation (the permanently extraordinary circumstances) or the geopolitical context (the peculiar vulnerability) that the two countries were facing? I strongly believe that the totalitarian phenomenon is determined not only by ideologies and political traditions, but also, and quite powerfully, by the objective situation.
In this respect, it may be useful to reflect on the origin of the term 'totalitarianism'. Two years after the outbreak of the October Revolution, in should the political régime that corresponded to total war have revealed its fundamental characteristics if not in the two countries that were at the centre of the Second Thirty Years' War? It was not at all surprising that the institution of the concentration camp took on a much more brutal shape here than, for example, in the United States, which was protected by the ocean from the threat of invasion, and which suffered losses and devastations that were much less significant than those suffered by the other countries involved. About a hundred and fifty years earlier, on the eve of the launch of the new federal constitution, Alexander Hamilton had explained that the limitation of power and the establishment of government by law had been successful in two insular-type countries which were protected by the sea from the threat of rival powers. Were the Union to fail and a system of states similar to the ones in Europe to emerge from its ruins in America, too -warned Hamilton -a permanent army, a strong, central power, and even absolutism would appear.
In the twentieth century, even though it continued to represent an element of protection, the insular position was no longer an insurmountable obstacle:
following the total war against the great European and Asian powers, the United States, too, witnessed the rise of totalitarianism, as demonstrated by the terroristic legislation that aimed at crushing any and all opposition, and above all, by the emergence of the most typical institution of totalitarianism, the concentration camp.
It could be argued that, in comparison to the Soviet Union and the Third Reich, concentration camps in France and in the United States were much tamer (though it would be superficial and irresponsible to see them as a mere trifle). Regardless of this, the fact remains that, in order to be adequate, a theory must be able to explain the emergence of this institution in all four countries, including those that enjoyed a liberal system, and it must clarify to what extent the differences are due to ideological diversity or to diversity in the objective situation and in the geopolitical context. A truly adequate theory must also explain the concentration camps in which the liberal Western world as a whole segregated native people in the colonies (for centuries the target of total war). And, in more general terms, it must explain why, since the outbreak of the First World War, even in liberal countries, the state was endowed, in Weber's own words, with 'a "lawful" power over the life, death, and freedom' of its citizens. Far from providing an answer, the contemporary theory of totalitarianism cannot even formulate the problem.
Performative contradiction and the ideology of war in the contemporary theory of totalitarianism
Marx sowed the seeds of the Communist totalitarianism he influenced: this notion was present in Arendt's work from the Cold War onwards, and it has now become an integral part of the contemporary theory of totalitarianism.
However, to paraphrase a famous expression used by Weber with regard to historical materialism, the theory of the non-innocence of theory is not a In other words, with its silence and repressed thoughts, has not the common theory of totalitarianism itself turned into an ideology of war, of total war, one that has helped to increase the horror it supposedly condemned, thus falling into a tragic performative contradiction?
Nowadays we constantly hear denunciations, directed toward Islam, of 'religious totalitarianism' 79 or of the 'new totalitarian enemy that is terrorism'. 
Translated by Marella and Jon Morris
